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seeaed to indicate that instructors ir Anthropology vere rated 
differently 'by their *student^ 'in -spite of extensive research findings 
to the contrary. On cateful exaiicaticn of the data it nas discovered 
that the^ f enale instructors frere teaching a dispropcrtionately higher 
susber of courses at the fresh aan level than their i^le counterparts. 
Since there^had been extensive research ex^-^^^^^ reporting sore 
favorable ratings being assigned by gradujfee and/cr upper division 
students the data- in the present study nee^d further exaainaticn. 
Hhen hex ratings ^p^ the ial'e and fwaale instructors liere reexaained 
within each^ courser level all significant differences disappeared 
except at the fpeshaan level, vh^e the tales ve-re rated 
significantly More favoralfly than the feial^es. It is noted tUat there 
«ere sore females teaching sultiple secticn£ cf a single course at 
the freshaan level than lale^, which lay acco'unt fcx the rating 
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Abstract 

A review of the research literature on differences in student ratings of male 
and female instructors resulted in the conclusion that to date there have been 
no significant 'differences reported. The present study compared student 
ratings between male and female instructors in Anthropology at the Ur^iverslty 
of Arizona and found significant differences in ratings at the freshman' 
level; Implications of the study are discussed^ 
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Pevceived Teaching Effectiveness in Anthropology ' 
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Footnote " 

■ * ■ - ■■ 

The results of this study were presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Anthropological Association In Los Angeles on November 16, 197^. 
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ARE THERE DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVED TEACH INS EFFECTIVENESS ' 
i BETWEEN MALES AND FEMALES IN*ANTHR0P0LOGY? 

In recent years the use of student evaluation^, of .course and instructors 
.h2s increased rapidly -on college campuses. These ev\;luflticns are used 
typically to provide feedback .to instructors on their stre'.tgths and weaknesses \ 
in the classroom and sooetinies in faculty promotion and. tenure decisions. 
This use of student evaluations of instruction has generated a great deal of 
interest in student, instructor, and course characteristics which may affect 
these evaluations. 

A cons.i«iferab1e body of research has accumulated relating student and course 
characteristics to student ratings of instructors. For a detailed review of 
this research see Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971) and Kulik and Kulik (1974), 
Due in part to the use of different course evaluation forms and to the use of 
differing research methodologlef , the results of these investigations are often 
discrepant. 

♦ 

Conflicting resultsl for example, have been obtained whgn relating student 
sex to students, evaluations of instruction: Goodhat a (1948), Isaacson, 
McKeachle, Milholland, Lin, Hofeller, Baerwaldt, and Zinn (1964),, Hildebrand, 
Wilson and Dienst (1971)', Doyle (1974), and Centra and Criech (1976) re'ported 
no differences between faculty ratings made by male and female students. In 
addition, several studies reported no differences in overall ratings of 
instructors made by male and female students, or in the ratings received by 
male and female Instructors (Bendig 1953; Caffrey 1969; Downie 1952; Harris 1975; 
Heilman and Armentrout 1936; Lovell and Haner 1955; Remmers 1939), Conversely, 
Bendig (1952) found female students to be more critical of male instructors 



than their roale counterparts; and more recently Walker (1969) found* that female 
students rated female instructors significantly higher than they rated male 
/ instructors. In addition, several investigators (Ashton I975j Elmore and. 
- ' /.La Pointe 1974; Kohlan 1973; McKeachie, Lin, and Mann 1971; Pohlmann 1975) 
reported that female students rate instructors higher on some subscales of. 
instructor evaluation forms than do male students. 

The current study'was designed to examine the differences in" student ratings 
between male and female Instructors in Anthropology at a large southwestern 
university. Pased upon the previously cited reseerch It is hypothesized that 
there will be no significant diffei*ences 'between the ratings of male and female 
instructors In Anthropology, 

Method 

The Ari'Zona Course/ Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire (CIEO) , an instrument 
.used £o assess teaching effectiveness via student ratings, was developed through 
the use of logical grouping of items and factor analysis. The instrument Is 
basically divided i;ito four sections: (a) a stujient, course, and coding infor*-^ 
mation section, (b) a standard item section, (c) an optional item section, and 
(d) an open-ended response section. This study will deal with only the standard 
item section. 

In the student information section students are asked tg respond to questions 
• concerning their status, whether they are taking the course for pass/fatl versus 
standard grading, whether they are taking the course as a required or an elective, 
their sex, their expected grade, and whether the course is withiri their major or 
minor. In the course ififormation section the students are asked to rate three 
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single general items regarding the course content, niajor instructor, and course 
in general on a six-point scalei 

The standard iteni section contains 21 item? which form five subscales 
(genlral course attitude, method of instruction, course content, interest- 
. attention, and instructor) and a- total. To each item students indicate their 
degree of agreement or disagreenient on a four-point scale of agree strongly (AS), 
agree (A), disagree (D). and disagree strongly (DS), Since items are phrased 
both positively land negatively, a weight of four is assigned to the most 
favorable response down to a weight of one for the. least favorable response. 
See Al'eamoni (1977) for a detailed discussion of the reliability and validi'ty 
studies conducted with the CIEQ. 
Subjects 

♦ 

The units of study were 114 graduate and undergraduate courses at the 

« 

University of Arizona. These units represented approximately 3,156 students 
rating their instructors 'and courses using the CIEQ. Course evaluation question- 
naires were completed by students for 82 male and 32 female instructors from 
Spring, 1976 .through Spring, 1978. 
Procedure ' • ' . 

Analyses of variance were run between the male and female irtstructors 
using each of the five CIEQ subscales and the total as dependent measures. In 

« 

order to determin^i if course level might be associated witji the instructor's sex 
a chi-square analysis was run. In addition, where significant F-values were 
obtained t-tests were then run' between males and females stratified by course 
level. ' . {• • • - ' 



] Results 
The'analysis of variance results along with the isearis and standard 
deviations for the two groups are presented in Table 1. There were, 
significant differences between 't>ie male and female ratings on each of the 
CIEQ subscales but not thg total, with the males receiving the more postttve 

f 

ratings. 

TABLE 1 ^ 

• \ 

Meanst Standard Deviations, F-ratios^ and Probabilities for the ^2 Male 
and ^2. Female Instructors on the Six CIEQ Subscales and Totai 





Mai 


es 


Females • 






Dependent Variable 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean., 


S.D. 


F- ratio 


Probability 


General Course Attitude 


3.1880 


.3540 


2.9070 


.31382 


14.4081 


,0002 


Method of Instruction 


2.8830 


.3721 


2.6590 


.3613 


8.4755 


.0043 . 


Course Content 


2.961(1 


.2815 


2.7881 

m- 


.278/ 


8.7414 


.0038 


• Interest-Attention 


} 

2.8833 


.3269 


2.6794 


.3519 


'8.5779 


.0041 


Instructor*' 


> 3.2348 


.2893 


3.1034 


-.2861 


4.7776 


.0309 


Total 


3.0348 


.6300 


2.8366 


.2916 


2 9113 


,0907 



However, in an earlier study by Ale^rooniand Graham (1974) it wa%tleterrained 
that if such ratings were stratified by course level (freshman, sophomorl?, 
junior, senior, and graduate) no such differences would exist. In order, to 
deterrainejf there was a disproportionate number of males versus females teaching 
courses at the various levels a chi -square analysis' was run yielding a chl- 



square of 14.91 wMch with 4 degrees of freedom indicates that theii^e is a 
definite lack of proportional representation of males versus feiRales teaching 
at each course level. - 

, ' Independent t-tsatsiwere then run between males and feiaales teaching at ^ 
each course level fpr the CIEQ Instructor subscale yielding the data reported 
in Table 2. These results indicate that males arfd females are rated differently 
ill only the freshman level courses. . Z-^ 

TABLE 2 

Means, Standard Deviations , t- tests, and Probabilities for the 
Male and Female Instructors Stratified by Course Level 
" Under the CIEQ Instructor Subscale ' . 



Course Level 


N 


^fales 
Mean 


S.D. ' 


N 


FoMles 
Mean 


S.D. 


T-test 


Probability 


• Freshman 


18 


- 3.2189 


.2716 


18 


3.0200 


.2710 


2.1992 


.0175 


Sophomore 


17 


3.1382 


.3657 


4 


3.3675 


v2626 


-1.1739 


.125 


Junior 


14 


3.1536 


.3362 


6 - 


3.fll7 


.2883 


.2654 


.395 


Senior 


18 


3.3567- 


.1392 


2 


3. 2^50 


.3748 


1.0934 


.145 


Graduate ' 


15 


3.1780 

■ 


.2849 


2 


3.1800 

-0 


.2828 


-.0093 


.497 



Discussion 

The Initial analysis of Variance results seemed to indicate that instructors 

• ft 

in Anthropology are rated differently by their students when subscale scores are 
used in spite of the extensive research findings to the contrary. However > when 
' the data was examined in more detail it was discover'^d that the f^le instruc- 
tors were teaching a disproportionately higher number of courses at , the freshman 
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level than their male counterparts. Si nee there has been extensive research 
evidence reporting sfgntficantly more favorable ratings being assigned by 
graduate and/or upper division students (Cqstin, Greenough, and Menges 1971; 
tohlan 1973; ^leasioni and Graham 1974; Pohlmann 1975) -the data in the present 
study»needed further examination. - , ^ 

When^lihe raiiings for the male- and f^le instructors were re-exarained 

- . ^ ' ' «J 

within each course level all significant differences disappeared except at 

the freshman level where the males were rated more favorably than the fenales. 

It is ^interesting to note that there were more females teaching multiple 

sections .of a single course at the fr^hman level than males. 

In suDKiary, it appears that males and fanales teaching in Anthropology at 

a large southwestern university are not rated differently in terms of their 

instructional effectiveness except by students at the' freshman level. Since the 

latter resiilt does not seem to be supported by the preponderance pf published 

research evidence, that difference may fae,a result of the heavier multiple 
» ^ ' * , 

section load of the'^femal^s or .the fact that they may have less of a choice of 
freshman level courses that they would likS" tJb teach. 

further studies need to be conducted in other de;jartments of Anthropology 
to see if these results can be replicated. 
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